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ABSTRACT

Foe ‘_ ’ ¢

by educat onal attainment qf women for the period 1945-1969. Thea‘e

estimates al low, for the first tine, examination oh an annual basis
v ® /3-

-

in recent fertility trends. Checka are magf, onl the accuracy of She

<3

rates and various\proceduree. are used -to minimizé 'what;ever biases
are féund. The most pervasive finffing is that fertil#ty iacreased
' during the 19508 and decreased during the 1960s ﬁoz( virtually evety
group examined, It is aléo foundi that the increarie in fertility durin‘g
‘the 1950s was greater ba‘mong younger‘women'and ameng lfetter-éducatld ¢
: \ .-

" women; and the decline during t‘he 19608 was largest among women who!

. - attended but did not complete hig}; echool or college,

L)
13 . o “ +
. ’ . 9 ez
- \) N
/ Y, Wy
o AR i
\ R
~\\ Al
N
N ﬁ ‘A(}'
~ N ‘,
o R Va
\\ ;& \‘\ff 7
" ‘a
+ NJ e
‘,)'Q‘/g'- - s o _( ,
CoL g !
#9 @ N N
‘e
- ¢ o
’ A
, 2
]
-
- . (
s ) Q

“ .
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* RECENT ‘TRENDS IN FERTILITY DIFFERENTIALS ANONG
L, ©v, 7 EDUCATIONAL GROUPS- -
. o™ . . N A Y . . . . . /\’_—'

-
. . +

‘Fertility;history\in the United'States since World War II has
been'dominatbd by EWo"important and long*laating trends: (l) a rise

in fertility‘beginning during the late 19408 and lasting through

continuing through the time of this writing. With existing vital

.
0 4

statistics data it is possible to, determine the demographic

. Y 1y »

components of this rise’and subsequent decline. - Tor example, Freedman

¢ '

(1962) ﬁ,e\qgncisely describﬁd the rise as follows. . '- '!
\We can see now from the official statist{és” £o 1958 Ay
that the baby boom has had “four major components:
© ' firsty‘in the early etages, a making up of babies
, postponed in the depreasion} gecond, a shift in the -
. . timing of marriages and births to %arlier stageq~ ‘b

-

.

independently of the’ changes in ' completed family °, -

gize; third, a significant increasé/in the Froportion
marrying; and fourth, an apparent shift’ from small '
t6 moderate size for completed families among. the
“married. o .

L2

However, our ability to examine the social _components of the rise and’
~ ¢ \ :

decline “in fertility has been severely hampered\by the lack of O

- / *

relevant data provided by published vital atatistics. Informttioﬁ has

not been collected and published on the social chatacteristics of

© N
.

-

mothers, with the exception of race.
=X -
A £ . . . ~
. - .This paper, using the‘own-children_technique and data from the
. - , Py . ) o0
1960 and 1970 censuses, presents annual estimates ,of age-specific
\

fertility rates by~ egucational attainment of women\for the period

E!

1945-1969. Thesge estimates allow, for the first time examination{g

v

an annual basis of the egkent to which varddus educidtional subgroups

. o A @ - N %
. . t L PSRN ‘3

1957; and (2) a decline in fertility beginning in the late 1950s and '

o ~a Ny

o




‘ . ‘ participated in ‘the so-called baby boom and the subsequent Ffertility

. ' D
-decline. The emphasi throu§hout 11 be on destribing differen%ials
A @

Y ' - dn’ the trends; tha rge to provide post-ﬁactum explgfations will be.

* o

’ - . -
. resisted as much as possible, s / .
§s,' . L ol - . o f.k '
’ ) ' 1 * Lt ‘: i ¢
-:a' . , Y . ) B ] ) . < L N
. R . - Methodological Considerations .4 .

4
hd " . - - - . Y
The technique used td'obtain the fertility estimates presented
~ N / .
here- utilizes the fact that most children live with their mothers.

Given age of children, age of women, and year of Cegsus it is

possible to calculate annual fertility rates for‘various years preceding
the census’ (Grabill and Cho, 1965; Cho, 19713 Retherford @nd Cho,

1974 Rindfuss 1974)., There are f\hr basic assumptions of this-:
S i 4 ‘B
.method: (1) that age of childrert and age of women arE'correctly
- B )ﬂ
reported° (2) that all children reside with their mothers; (3) that )

mortality is negligible for women and,children- and (4) that all women

o o

*

4

and children are covered by the census. It has been shown elsewhere-

a

- (Rindfuss, 1974) that even when these assumptions are not met the

,

6wn children ' techpique tends to accurately estimate trends--even though,

the levels may be'too low or too high, The trends tend to be accurate
~ L .
) ] ‘ because of the furthef‘assumption that’ levels of age misstatement,
T
underenumeration, children not living with their mpthers, and. mortality,
: . i

remain comparatively stable over time. [ . .\

¥

The extension of the method to the estimation of annual fertility

@

v ¢ q\

rates for various educationmal groups requires the further assumption . 3

that the education of women at the time of the cenqus is applicable to

-
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) each of the preceding years for which fertility rates are. being
R} .
estimated. In the.present paper, we have estimated fertility.ratES

for eacH educational group for each of«fifteen years preceding the

census. Since tdo successive decennial censuses are being used there

/

.. is a five—year period (b955-l959) for which® two estimates are

ES

o

available for each ‘ggoup and rate-wthus providing an internal check \\\

-on the consistency of the estimates. It "should be noted that
¢ : . ' \o .
consistency here addresses_the effect:of-compositional changes»but

_—

does fot guarantee accuracy. The estimates are independent in that

-

they are obtained from two different censuses, but both sets(e{ .
&

oo

estimates are obtained by the ‘same methodology, _ e e

Table 1 showd the. ratio of the 1960 censua estimates to. the 1970

)

census estimates for the fiVe—year overlap period for each educational

o o

group f0r all_women. _Tables 2 and,3 show similar ratios for whites

and blacks, respectively, (Black rates for women with 13-15 and 16+

N A T

years of education have not been computéd because the numbers of women
involved are too small to produce reliable rates. Alsd, rates' have

not been computed for women with 0—4 years of education——the rationale
e

for this will be discussed later.) Overall, the two sets.of estimates

-

are remarkably close. Generally the two ‘estimates are within 10 percent
of one another; and typically within 5 percent. The major exceptions
» are the fertility of 15~19-year-olds, and, to a lesser,extent, that of

20—24—year—olds. For the less-educated groups, the ratio of the 1960

- v

: census estimates to thé 1970 census estimates for. 15—19-year-olds

N
decreases from 1955 to 1959, For éhe better-educated groups the pattern

/is reversed. v - . ) l s
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< Table 1. Ratio of 1960 Census Estimates to 1970 Census Estimates for Five-
. " Year Overlap (1955 to 1959)+ Total : -
2 - - - . e —— 6 ‘.
; Education S : L . : . Total
Group and - Age~-Specific Fextility Rate Comparisons Fertility
Years Being N . - : L Rate
Compated 15-1¢-  20-24  25-29 ' 30-34 35-39 40-44,  Compdrisons

5-8 T ! : ‘

1959 .68  1.05°  1.04 1.07 - 1.04 .88 96
1958 -~ .93 .I.06° 1.08 < 1.08 1.02  1.04 ' 1.04

..1957 .. .99 - 1.06 .99 :1.00 “95 v 1.09 1.01
1956 - 108 © 1.12°. 1.00. .98- .98- .95 .  1.05
1955 @y 1.13° 1.06  1.03  1.03 .92 83 . | 1.04 .

. . - ¢ ) B .
9-11 %gy : .- T e e T :
1959 44 . 1,01 a.ho .97 -21.03 1 1,00 .- - 90 '
. 1958 T .51 1408 1.06 .08 1.01 1.010 , <94
.. 1957 .61 - 1.04 1.04 .00 T.02° 1.03, .- | ,9
— 1956 , *.82 ' 1.06 ~ 1.05 1.02 - .96 * .1.07 . / .99 .
1955 93 . .99 95 +1.08 .97 .92 /.98
5 - . ’
12 . - §H ° - /

* 1959 1.65 1.04 1.02 1.05 ., 1.05 = .96 ~ }1.09
1958 - . 1.23  1.04 * 1.04 ./ 1,07 ‘1.05 .95 / 1.06
1957 1.02 1.05 ~ 1.00 | 1.00 .97 .97 ' 1.01

. 1956 .87  1.02 1.02 /° 1.02 1.00 .88 . ; "1.00

" 1955 .88 1.06 . W04/ 1.05 1.00 .1.15 ' 1.03

o . ) /
13-15 , j , B
1959 1.23 .78 . 1.02¢ .99 I.05 .1.07 - 94
. 4958 .91 .87 .9 i.00  '1.02 93 - ..9
1957 .65 " .96 1.04  1.02. .99 .80 ! .98 '
. 1956 .57 .95 .04  1.04  1.02 .86 .98
1955 ¢ © .43 1.00 93 .95 © 1.03 1,06 .95
;:‘ . { ° g ’\ K v
16+, - ... , . . S ,
. 1639 8.92 1,37 1,08 1:13 “Toeb , 83 7 1.27
' 1958 2.78 1.17 1,07  1.07 ™ 1.04 ¢ 1.09 ©1.11
1957 *1.56  ..97 _ 'L.06 1,06  1.02 88N 104
1956 .73 .98 1.04 .97 <7,1.00 1.32 1.01
1955 50 .8 .98 .1.05 1.02 .1.02- " .97
f N T
Ay " 1
J | - , )
. ‘ A ¥ '
- - 00008 & - @n » ‘-

< .
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u;'Ifab_le 2. Ratio of 1960 Census Estimates to 1970 Census Estimates for
e Fivé-Year Overlap (1955 to 1959): Whites

i

2

Eduéatiop . . - ° . Total
. - Group and. - Age-Specific Fertlility Rate Comparisons Fertility
Y. Years Bein — — : Rate .
\Gomﬁared . & 15-19 20"24 25-29 5\)"34 35—39 40-44 Comparisons
- 5—893 'VQ ' N . ‘ ¢ — .
1959 .77 1,09 1.04 "1.06° 1.00 .84 1,99
1958 1.02 1.06 1,06 1.06 1.04 1.10 1.05
- 1957 1.06  1.08 198+ * .93 .98 . 1.06 1.02
. ’ 1956 1.12  1.13 1.00  1.01 967 .98 1.06,
; 1955 1.15 . 1.05 1.04 .99 .93 .83 1,046
‘ , 9:11 . . . ' ?}1 N
; - 71959 - 441,02 1.08 .98 , 1.04- 1}05 _ .90
: 1958 .51 -+ °1.11 1.066  1.09 1.07 1.06 ©.96
1 ) 1957 w6l 1.05 1.04 - 1.00' 1.06 .95 .94
g " 1956 .85 1,07 1.06  1.04 . 1.00  1.05 ,1.01 .
S 1955 297  1l01 .98 '1.08 .96 .92 1.00 o
5 ] 1 ' .(b‘\ ’ : e,
.12 . ) - . v :
: 71959 - 1.78 1,04 . 1.02 .1.05 1.05 .97 ~1.10 °
; 1958 1.24  1.05" 1.04 1.06 1,03 .96 '1.06
: 1957 1.03  1.06 101 1.0  -.96 < .97 1.02
| 1956 .88 1.01 1.03 ¢ 1,02 1,00 .91 > 1.Q0
/ 1955 .90. . 1.07 1.04  1.06 1.00 1.19 1.04
i . ' R : - T
] . 13-15 - ‘ L S
: 1959 1.35 1.78 1.00 . 1.00° 1.03 1.05 .94
: 1958 -97 .88 .94 1,00 '1.00 ° - .95 .94
1 1957 .69 .95 1.04. 1.02 \ .98 279 ° .98
- . 1956 . .58 .96 1.07.  1.03  1.01 .85 .gg -
§ 1955 O .45 .99 . T.94 95 1,01 © 1.02 ° .
E - . ) - . . O . . Y i
3 , 1+ = - )
- 1959 10.36 - 1.39 1.07 °1.15  1.24 » .79 "1.27
> . 1958 3-35 ° 1.17 1.07 1.06 1.07. 1.02 .11
: ) 1957 1.66 = 1.00 ‘‘ 1.06 - 1.08  1.01 .91 1.05
s 1956 + .69 .92 .1.03 - .99 . 1.00 1.17 1.00
- 1955 .51 .86 .98  1.05 " 1.00 .97 . .97
. : y — ;
o ' g
. : . .
J .
.8 :
AN q, 5 SR .
: . X . G009
Q & o \‘ : . k v /
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Table 3. Ratio of 1960 Census Estimates to 1970 Census Estimates for -
. ~ Five-Year Overlap (1955 to 1959): Blacks
o ) ’ [ ' -
s —
VA Ty ~ R ) » » T
Education ' . ' ‘ o " Total 7
Group and ' . -Age-Specific Fertility Rate Comparieons Fertility
Years Being ‘ , T -Rate T
compared , 15"19 20"24 25—29 30—34 R 35- 39 ] 40-44 Compa.risons. \
5-8 L ' ) B S ‘ ’ .» - . ° N
1959 “ b2 .87 .99 1.08 - 1.10 _ .95 .84
1958 .69 (1.02 1.08 1.12 .95 .93 .96 .
1957 4478 .98 1.01 1,22 *.79 1.22 - .97 '
1956 w89, 1.06 .95 ., .86 1.00 .86 - .95 .
11955 1.04 _ 1.05 .96 * 1.14 .88 84 1.01 :
R -
X . . - ]
9-11 h : ' o
1959 . .30 .99 1.22 %3.00 1.00 .82 ? .92~
N 1958 ™ . Db .97 1.07. - -1.09 .82~ . .86 - .89
1957 . .63 " .97 1.05 1.03 .84 1.34 W92 o
1956 7L .99 - 1.01 .91 .83 - 1.22 91 .
1955 .78 .90 . .86, 109 1.0 .94 .90¢ -
12 . | A | o . ﬁ -’ .
1959 % | .98 . .98 .99 .96 .75 +95
1958 21,01 1.15 1.22- 1.23 .75 .1.10 .
1957 { .84 .92 .89 .96 , .95 .90
. 1956 ,»1}1.07 .96 - 1.21 1.18 .73 1.903
1955 92 1.00 .83 .94 94 To.9Y
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The primary reason fo; the lack of agreement df the .rates of the
. ’u¢ 3 \ . X )
15-19° age grouP is that for most women educatioagl attainment is
w 7., ‘vﬁ\

changing at ages 15—19, and thus violating our assumption. For EXample;

4;}} Yoo
. ~ the rates for[h959 from the 19609census areggased on w&men aged AE:
. Vl\ >
. o approximately 15 3/4 fo 19 3/4 at time of census; thus, many of ‘these v

-"  women have not yet completed their education. The rates for’ 1959

A 9 -8

: from the }970 census are based on women aged approximately 25 3/4 to
29 '3/4; thus,'their educational attainment is comparatively fixed,

" For-the less-educated group, the estimates from thé 1960 census for

v [

-

the ‘most recent years are based on two types -of women: (1) women
F3 . . \ R
. . . y . . .

‘who are not in school and .will remain in thfe given educational S

. " elassification, and (2) women who are in school .and will eventually

L "~ be in a’ higher educational.classification. Since women in the latter
. , . . . R ; - o ¢ i . - X )

' " gioup havé lower fer{ilisy at ages 15-19 than women in the formen

-

i . 2 LN . .
3 N - -group, their‘inclusion has the effeck of depressing the estimates
._ ~ . .. from the 1960 cengus, Similarly, fdr'the hetter-educated groug, the

+

fw“_‘ ) estimates froni the‘l960 census for the most recent years are based
! :;-.- :on a subsetﬂof‘all momen mho_Will eventually be in that category:
%, n women who complete a givén amgunt ofheducation at a commar:tively,early
; .. aéé.. Presumably, these women also begin childhearing aE a comparatively

~ »

early age,Atherefore, the estimates for the l3—19 age group from the
. I
) ' 1960 census are somewhat- inflaued If. it is final, rather than current

the somewhat paradoxical conclusion—is reached that the estimates for
°
fertility rates of the 15—19 age grpup'are more accurate for the years
Vi -
. . . ) -
AN more distant from the census than for the years closer to the census.
B . ¢ . 7

L4 : .

L4 P
educational attainment thaﬁ is 1mportant<yith respect to fertility, then-

>/
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R : ' . . Lo : ..’
In this paper, in order to minimize thpse biases whenever

/~

) fertility rates for ‘women ag@g 15-19 or 20-14 are béing examined, the a

following steps‘have\been taken: (l) the rhtes for the two years

-~
p=2

0y .

closest to the Eensus (1968-1969 for the 1970 census and 1958-1959

P L4

for the 1960 census) have been eliminated, and (2) for the threevyear ’ ;-

<

« period for which twa estimates are available (1955-1957)“%ghe estimates

p?obably is children leaving the household, The 1960 estimates for*

- é ..
from'the 1960 and 1970 censuSes have been averaged This procedure \\

4

' has the uniqgtunate disadvantage of truncating the series at 1967 r -
N e s LN ¢
instead of 1969. Whenever.fertility rates for w0men aged 15 19 .and . .

520=24 are not being used the series “has been extendéd the full "

r ’ ’ :

twegty—five years and the two- estimates‘for the five-year overlap !
3 . 4 . .

period have'been averaged. —_— - Vo

A 1 should alsd be noted. that id Tables 1, 2, and 3 the ratios tend
" J ~
to be greater than unity more often than net,, In other: words‘ there
‘ ?
:is a tendency for\the estimates from the 1960 censusgéo be slightly

=

[

¥ .
larger than.the estimates from the 1970 census. The principal reason‘ -

»

-

the ovellap period are based n children aged 0-4 the 1970 estimates

, are based on children aged lO-l@ Children aged 10-14 are. slightly '

4 . , \
less likely to peside in the maternal. household than childred-aged . '
0-4 (see Rindfuss 1974). . ‘ . ‘\) C v ‘é;i .

- e » -0

Women with 0-4 years of education have been eliminated from the . ;

¢ ” ‘\
-

analysis for a number of reasons. JFirst, they constitute a very . - L

) ‘ =

small proportion prwomen in _the childbearing ages—-approximately

/7 q
percent in 1970. Second,ia nonnegligible proportion‘are institutionalized =
P . ,' . . . 4_ E . 'q‘l 5 .
x\} Q ST °
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N « ' - g h ’ ) = .
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o . . . ) ﬂ ) . e . . .,
Vo . ///' ' L '

. * .and, utherefore& presumab1§r not expo§éd to ths whole range of f'érﬁiiit‘y A -

women

4

decisions, and gctions..  For examﬁle, in 1970, 0.2 pércent of éll

-
©

.. . . » A

- - aged 25-34, but 6 percent of women aged 25-34 with 0-4 years 4{"
’ N -3 N N, * .

L B e . ) - Lo )
- . education, resided in institutions, hFiﬂ%lly,'we suspect that census
’ ¢ * T ’ <. K - . ’ .
{,daﬁa on own'child;en would be ‘most ééficient;for wogeh with 074 . g

. ' " ) . v ' e o

years of educatien. o . L ' h T o
. 4 . ‘, - ’ ’.‘ N </ ‘ '7‘ / EEEEN . C\‘
< ' Bt should also be noted-that’the educaticonal classification used ek '

. -
- . -

. here for women may not be the edacational attainment, of these women . -

N . [ . . N .
. ’

when thby’were~3?01ng their children, Fgr‘ﬁhe mpst paré, mbe

. »

-y . - . . e - ~ ‘ i - .
L .educational classification used hgqéxis probably best thought of as _ ) .

B TR T PO

]

-

%. - "permanﬁnt education.” This statement is qualified beéause;
A undoubtedly, some of the women will go on to atﬁain.go;e education -

’ A : ’ ° < . ‘ . e . 3 e
T (see Davis and Bumpass, 19K72;j, 0 s, E

- . . a ‘” ‘ . ' ~ ' . o . I \y ) »
/ . The reader will notice that ‘the actual estimated annual fertility - AN

- ’ - - . . Ly

and ﬁﬁe

oo S o ) o ‘ C '
- - rate numbérs of women on which they arewbasea‘are not shown Ce ) (4
T in this paper.~'Space considerations were the primary .reason fbr;M . . o “
% - i R LS . . ) \ - . v « B} . | ) ‘

Y this omissfon. These actual rates will' be made available in.a. - =~ . -

an

) ‘ . 3 L : C
?dbsequept paper. . :\‘ e h 3/P .
'. - “ : , . q . . ) L5 N )

.« 4 .

s ' A .0 . . & v
o . . A
. . .

S

o ©TL. . Overvdew - - T o

o i. .. ' . E ’« o N \ " « . n . .

R / > ,. , ‘ . \ . } » R . - ’@’ Y .

o ‘ ~ This paper 'examines differential trends h¥;gducation in,perdod - . ~ >4A
C ‘ T .

L it WA (b3 WL 1

. ) \\/AQ . . . . N
S fért?lity rates)fyom 1945 through 1969-~and,~indeed,. ther& are some.

z

. ) : Howeveri‘ggfore getting ﬁoat in.tﬁe diffe}entikls;‘}t shouldbﬁg ’\: -
¢ emphasized that for, virtually every educational, racial, and &ge gfogp ;- N

texamined, fe;;ility rates inereased durfng’the-iQSOs'ahé decf%ased._ . P

o teor




during the .1960s. &here are.differgncggcgn the levels, the s}opes,
andthe timing of the peaks; but the dominant picture is that

. . l\ ) + P R
of a.rise followed by a decliné, The only major exception found 1s

<

among oldef?*less-educated, rural women, For these women there was

an actual decrease in/fertility during the l950s, this _decline j T’/’,‘

* <

continued throughout the 1960s, This exception will be treated in-
another paper; . K ‘ : ‘ ' 7

+

- 'Wefdo not- claim to know what factars caused”the rise and the
Py s . - . ]

subsequent decline in fertility, nor do we claim that.it was the same

factors operating on each educational groUp. The possibilities are
!

numerous: postponement of births because of the depression and” the
war; the relative prosperity of the 19503' the glorification of children
. by the media, the so-called religious revival- the upward then downward

Yo

pressure of military draft regulations' Ehe introduction of the pill,

b
Mg

v o5

I.U.D., and other contraceptive methods' increased media concernﬁggout

F

. the effects of population growth; the entry of "baby boom",cohorts

intonthe job m;rket; the women's movementg and the expansion of the

organized delivery of fanily planning services, Howewer,'the'

fertiiity estimates presented here clearl? 3ndicate that the same

basic trend‘has‘been exhibited by every edug:iional, racial, and age
' a.

A

group. ) - ,
“ aln/a sense, this represents unprecedented and sweeping social

change.' In an area of such individual and. societal importahce as
fertility, there was a rise and then a decline for every subgroup

examined‘éwith the one exception already noted), The societal

/
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. - . . . ' . . 11 : - .

.'_ coneequencee of this pervasive change in period fertility rateg

\ -

are enornoue and affect virtually every”najor oocial institution.
The-educational system had to eubatantially expand both ic phyeical
. N ) ' plant aqd its faculty, aﬁd now, having expanded, it is faced with

"ever smaller entering cohorte. The marriage market hae aleo experienced

_ehocke. During the 19608 there were an insufficient number of
o o

eligible males of’the appropriate age. In the future, becaude of the < =

declining birth rates, we can. expect the reﬁeree to occur: an .
‘ ineuffici/'t number, of females of the ppproptiate age. - Similarly,
* o ",(3 .

- the ec omy , the housing market, the health care facilitie » and other

-/ en emaller, cohorts.. Furthermore,. the“sheer sizefgf the United

ya " States population is subetantially larger now than it would have been -
';: in the abeence of the baby boom~-and this effect on growthcwill continue
| indefinitely.

However, there is aléo a génse in yhich‘the ;;stwar pettern of
fertility representS'minor changes.. On average, at the individual
level, these fertility trends repregent the'difference between haying
two children and having three children;. From'the.perspec;ive of the

individual couple, this‘may be viewed as‘a‘pinor difference (see

: T
) Goldberg and Coombs, 1963)~-even though the societal consequences are N
e -, Sybstantial. [Note; however, that many of the changeerthat'occurred

wd

were not a shift from two to three children; but rather'shifte in
s proportion married proportion haying a first child and other -

. parity progressions (see Ryder, 1969) ] The, remainder of this

-~

- . paper discussesvdifferentials in period fertility rates from 1945 to 1969,

et

.Y 00045




) 7 . Educationpl Differentials

i‘)»
Total fertility rates (conventionally defined) for the period

>

%o

1945-1967 are shown in Figure 1 for five e@ncatipnal groupa. ¢The
v - ¢ . . . M . . _
¢firot difference to be noted in examining Figure 1 ig that the peak ) : .

~

period fértility occurred eomewhatclater for lesg=educated women

" than for better=educated Women . Thoee who finiehed high echool and
N\,

those who attended college tended tgQ have their highest fertility

.

“around 1957. Women who did not conplete high school had their peak .-
. ? < a
. fertility gome two to three yeare later.

' B
i
.~

Figure- 2 and 3 ghow total fertili;y rate analoge fortwOmen aged

15-29 and 30-44, reapectively. These ratee?are calculated,in the game .
mANner ag a conventional total fertility rate, except that the age ' - : n

) ) 3 7 R '. ’ .
limits are 15-29 or 30-44 instead of 15-44. The sum of the fertility =

rate for women aged 15-29 and the'fertili%ﬁ'rate fer women agEH‘BO-dd
N2 L

®

is equal'to the conventional totel fertility rate,
* The tendency for the peak period fertility to occur somevhat

later for less-educated than for bettar-educated women is feund‘ﬁor'

3

both older and.yonnger women. Women with only a gradé school education C
- oot

. %

consistently are the latest to begin a sustiined‘deeline in fertility. -

.

Among high schoéol graduates and those who attended college, a turning . ;" ': .

point was.reached during. the 1950s.

~

With respect to the rise in fertility from 1945 through the late . _ C

l950e,'the largest relative.(and gbeolute) increas in the total

. . ' - b . 7.
fertility rate was experienced by high -school graduates—-an increase

of approximately 70 percent. The smallest increase (48 percent) was

_—

ot ‘ , .

ERIC - | ‘5991;.‘3 Lo
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v

recorded for women who never attended high school.y A similar pattern

. S
was displayed by younger women,

The largest incregse was recorded

! b )

for high school,graduates--whose fertility more than doubled (an

increase of 102 percent).

The fert#lity rates of meen-with 9~11,

13-15, and 16+ years of "education increased by 84, é?;‘and’87‘percent, -

] ’-

respectively; and the smallest increase (64 percent) was found aﬁgng

women who did no; attend high school.

Among older women,-the size of the -

relative increase tended to be directly related to level of educatignal

*
v

. Y . . a ,
attainment--ranging from 13 percent for women who did not/complete i

Y

x4

-high school to 3§ percent for college graduates,

’group, the amount of the relagiye increase was substantially larger

v

as.great.

Furthermore, the absolute amount of the increasge, tended

o

to decrease with age (see Figure 4).

Thus,

v

the substéntial rise in ;‘

In every educational

. -

., among younger women than among older women--generally about-three times

\.

fertility during the l950§ waéﬁmost noticeable among younger Women and

women reinforce the p

.

"yoluntary and that its explanations\afe necessarily social,

»

better~educated;womeT;r %he large ncreases among the better—educated

spectiye that the baby boom was esgentially
. * ’

13

te

e .

A further indication of the pervasiveness of modern fertility

<,

,trends can be seen by examining the years immediately afte WOrld War

1L, . For all educational groups thére was a sharp increase in fertili

¢

g

immediately after the war éfollowed by a slight decline, which was

ﬁ%

«

ZZZJ

‘subsequently folldwed by a more gradual increase. Much of this ) )"

- <

immediate postwar rise, of course, was the reSult of the making up

of birti

' : ‘
postponed during the war and the depression. PO

N
’

-

L= 3




DIRTHS PEN 1090 HIHCH

BIRTHS PER 10DD WameEN

»

Y
i

q Figure 4. - ' .

' Age spec1f1c ferti]1ty rates for f1ve1éducationa1 groups: '1945-1969.
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' Eor the more re%enb decline in fertility, 1957 ﬁas been chosen

-

(somewhat arbitrarily) ae the beginning of the decline thie decline -

will be examined for the period 1957—1967. ~Thé decline in the total f—”’ :
» 4 L .
fertility rate (sEe Table 4) shows a somewhat curious pattern' The

- ~

P decline‘was largest for high school dropouts and college dropopts. "

If the decline is 8eparated into that occurring to yOunger women ' A '
(under a%e 39) and thag ‘occurring to older women (aged 30-44), ané \~. ¢
Ps [

lso separated by t&me period (1957-IQQB and l962—f9ﬁ7), it caa.be

PR

w

- seen that tﬁe pattern of . qhe largest declines occurring among high ’
sehool or college dropouts ds found only ‘among younger women and only “

.in the 1962-1967 period The rate of decline 4n thlS More recent

». AT ra ‘ e

/A period for high school and hollege dropouts was five to tWelve ;

percentage\points greater than the decline for Jhigh school or college N /}'
. N .

-

-graduates. ror younger wOmen in the earlier period (1957-1962), " -
. ' ! .
rate of decline tended to be directly related to educatiOnal attain- 5

< % ° ~a§'§¥

en. with 5= 8 and 9-11 years of education actuaily regis%ered

)

- «p .

_a- slight i&%& ase in fertility. For older women in either period there
o

was n%,stro

- 3

' ~orsconsistent relationship between education and rate of

. decline. . w . . | -
B .\' o
-Also, the decline in fertility began substantially earlier among Kt

M.

the better~educated women (see Figures 1, 2, and 3, and Table 4) -8 f* ‘
Women with less than a high school education experienced very little
chanpe in leveldgf fertﬂlity between 1957 and 1962. Among college~

.\educated wo%en, on the other hand, over two~fifths of the decline

from 1957 to 1967, occurred in the first five years of the period. . )

PN -

00022 a o
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" unusual. Evén‘%hough this perfoﬁ (1%62-1967) was characterized

%o
%%
e )
N

L

The fact that in the 1957 1962 period the rate of fertility decline

n

was directly associated with education coﬁforms ‘in general witﬁjthe

concept of diffusion. This*iS'snpported by the fact that theA ) "/p
decline began earlier among better-educqted women, Whether the -
¥ / M

deciding factors weré changes in fertility preferences ‘or in the
G -
‘ (
ability to realize these prefgrenCes, the changes were apparently
° \ [

implemented "from the top down. . s '

i ' &
‘ The pattern found in the recent period for younger women.is more E

[ » .

) by increased availabilIty andﬁuSe of effective contraception (Ryder,

¢

19723 Westoff 1972; Rindfuss and Wespoff 1974), we suspect that the

explanation for the greater decline in the dropoutucategories results
from changes in tastes/gr preferences rather than changes in - -

contraceptive technology or. availability. There is no apparent reason‘

why contraceptive improVements would be more readily adopted by or shave

'a greater impact on the fertility of women. who did not complete high

school or college than on the fertili;y of»those who did’. Although the

educational gcategories are not comparable to those used here, the available

evidence onp the adoptionnof the pill and I.U.D. suggests that it was
[

directly related to education (Ryder, 1972)

\

Why then was the change in tastes, prefe;ences, or motivations of

young people‘greater among those who left school? Of course, the

1

answer is unknown, but the temptation t¢ speculate is impossible to ) -

{
resist. During the period in question a number of social and
) /).y(? - Q

economic factors might have exerted dewnward pressure on fertility.

e w




go

-,

It is also likely that this "pressure" was greater on those who did net

finiah high school or college than on those~who did o ‘:. s
Fir;t during this period (1962—1967), the_ so—called marriagq‘?

squeeze was at’ its peak (ékers, 1967); that is, there were ‘not a

sufficient number of eligible males relative to _the number of eligible

femalegs in the_ péruIation. Itpis éur suspid!bn that' when competition .
4 3

for husbands is intensified women who have not completed high school o -

-or college\are‘at;a disadvantgge vis-a-vis their contemporaries who. have. A
N AN

Thus, one would expect a greater relative rise in age ‘at marriage and : %~’

‘ a greater relative decline in the proportion marryigg among high school ,.

and college dropouts° this would be accompanied by a géeater relativea,.‘

»decline in fertility. Second, among high school-and college dropduts

who did marry, we wdulq‘expect a greater‘pioportion (than of women who

'-,’ findshed) to marry males who were themselves high school of college

*

4

F'y -

dropouts. Duri is pefiod there was an. expansion of the armed
. ' g

forces. Men_ﬁho~, d not complete high school or collége would have

a8 ~

heen m. e'likg to be drafted than men who did; the draft probably
also produced a downward effect on period fertility rates. . And finally,

this period has been chardcterized as one in~which\nen entering the
. . . - 7 “ : G . .
labor market found conditions less favorable than7they had been a

L4

few years before (Easterlin, 1973), presumably, this effect would bk

- greatest on ‘those who had not finished high school or college. In short,

uhe suggestion here is that some of ehe factors that might have begn

affecting fertility in the mid-1960s had their greatest effect on

hf' ~

thOse who had not finished high school or college. While this
v S 7

MR

<7

-0
o
ﬁb
Gﬂ

-
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. - : ‘ P " N s b :
Lot assertion has a certain amount of plausibility, we should-haster to -
e 2 . . L . o N ‘ . .
. » . . - e . - i .Q- : - o
. ‘ 3 , g : /
. - N add that, at~present, empirical data is mot available to test it . ) -

- Before examining differentials byitace and education, one furjrer .
3 - © & - a . 3
point rﬂmains to be mades Throughout theﬁy&riod there was no ° : L PN

'v' PN N ™~ . - . - »
" < D : .
v ) . .

' consistent trend with respect to tHe expansion or contréction of -, r,k, J

. ' . I

S Iertility differentials by education.' Perhapsfthe easiest way to see o, *-

‘e

this is to exaﬁiﬁe Figure 1, - At the beginning of the period, the

72NN
v_fertility differential betWeen women with 9*11 years of education aﬁd Vo o 5
. s ‘ '~

. o those with 12 years of education was comparatively smallg This ’ '

differential expanded in the early 1950s and/was at its. largest in the ta.‘"

early 1960s. The differential subseéuently contracted to the‘point

_ that in 1967 the twofgroups were experigncing similar levels of‘ _. o &
| Pfertility. xMeanwhile, the fertility differential between womenqwith |
3 - 12 years of education :nd those with 13—15 years of education )
Y B . —_/
Deihibited a substantially different pattern. The differential was _
N quite small at the beginning of the period and remained small throughout
most-of the 19508,kthen began to increase and reached its maximum &
at tife end of the perfod& . <. | :
.The.import of the fact that there is not a consistent trend in \

fertility differentials derives from the place differentials hold

within dqmographic.transition theory (Kiser [1969] addresses this ' .

" issue). Simply put,-the existence of fertility differentials has LE

B I . E o . v

been described as a transitional phase 6f declining fertility. The '
. N ; 4

\

theory is that the‘decline in fertility begins among better-educated

. A 3 L™

women and spreads to less-educated women. As the transition progresses




\' ]

Racial and Edu&ational Differentials

| 7
[ P _
\ j ) ’ : t ‘}' °
® This s ction'first desoribes the"differéntial“trends “for whites,

ot

then describes those for blacks, and finally contrasts the tWo. Figure'a
5 ShOWS the total fertility rate for whites for five educational groups
from 1945 to 1967. By comparing Figures 5 and 1, it can be seen that,
aa would be expected, the differential patterns for whites are. @ite
- similar to thoae displayed by all women. The increase in ferté‘ﬁty

during the late 1940s” and 1950s was 1argést for high schooIﬁgraduates
(71 percent) and smallest for women with 5-8 years of education (45
' ’ 1.‘,’ . ¢ / ) \ . ’

" percent). v /

. . a N .
‘) The fertility rates for white women aged 15-29 and 30-44 are

@
shown in Fizﬁre 6 for five educational groups. "Again,  the trends and ’

differentials are similar to those displayed by the total population.
For allaeducational groups, the increase in fertility 'was substantially
(tWo to‘four times) larger for younger women than for older women

» . i ’

.(compare the upper‘and lower panels of Figure 6). .

-]

‘Between‘195? and 1967, period fertility rates declined for every
white'educafional group; this decline was largest for high school and
college‘dropouts (33 and 35 percent,lrespehtively). We also note, '
that the declines began earliest among the older and‘the better—educated

H
women,

\
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' .. 4 l - . ) ‘ !
P .~ ~ Figure 6. _ - - , 7
. , ‘ B . ‘
Fertility rates for women aged 15-29 dand aged 30-44
- for five educational groups: whites., 1945-1969. > .
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For blacks the numbers of women were not sufficiéntlyolarge to

o

" produce estimates for all five educational groupg for the perdod
._»(? ) R o
1945-1969; for thic period estimates have been'p§oduqed for the . -

follawing groups.: - 5-8, 9-11, an4712 &earq. Even for these three
. groups, the numbers of women are only minimally~ldrge~enough to produce
relicble estimateg—-as evidenced by the saw-toothed patterns

0

~ when the rates are plotted (for example, see Figure 9). TFor the
more reéent period (1955-1969), it is poasibl@;to combine all six : @(.

-1=in=-100 Public Use tapes of the 1970 census. This produces
’ . . it R
. A W »
saticfactory trend estimates, as can be seen by the comparatively smooth
‘ - ’ A . .
lines in Figures 7 and 8,

- For blacks, as for whites and the totallpopulation, fertility

increased during the 1950s and decreased during the 1960s for everys

’

educational group (see Tables 5 and 6). The largest relative increaée

from 1945 to 1957 (90 percent) was recorded for black high school graduates,

followed by 79 percent for black women with 9-11 years of eaucgtion

"and 57 percent for womenawitH(S-S years of -education.: The increase

°for younger ﬁlaék women was appfdxiﬁétely twicelaa large as the

ingreasevfor older.Black women.,

For the decline in fertility since the late 19508, we have »

rel%ed solely on data from the 1970 census, combining all six 1—1n-190
| -samples. This allows examination of all five educatlonal groups.,

Blaegs do mnot préciéely follow the pattern in whiéh the largest '

&

relative declines are recorded for high school and college dropouts

«(Figure 7). The largest relative declines for the entire perigd were

o

o
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. for college drppouts (37 percent) and college graduates (35 perceﬁt).

High SChool drogouts had a decline of 32 percent. Hohever, for

.youﬁger women In the most recent period (1962—1967), the pattern found

;fﬂr whitzé and for the total population was also found for blacks

(25, 22, and 24 percent, respectively).

N _
(Fighre 8).? High school and college dropouts had larger relative

declines (30 and 33,percent, reépectively) than did women with a

grade school education, high‘school graduates, or college graduates

{

o

In order to contrast the trends for blacks and whites by
¢ . . e

~edueation, we have replotted the lines shoﬁing both racial groups for

. edtcational group (see Figure 9). "However, for the entire period

-

each edutational category (Figures 9-12). As before, we can examine

the rise“in fertility during the 1950s only for three educational

—

groups. The immediate postwar risé (1945-1947) in the\total fertility

re;a/was substantialﬂy larger for whites than for blacks in each -

.
13

. 1945—1957;‘the'increase in the black total fertility rate was greater

AR

* than the increase in the white total®fertility rate for each educational

group (Table 5), With the‘exception of<1h5“1ate 1940s, the black

~
SR
7l

total fertility rat; tended .to be higher than the white rate,

largest differentials occurred among women with the lowest educational

o

Aattainment. For high school graduates, the levels of the two rates

!

are similar--but, as noted elsewhere (Rihdfuss, 1974), the underestimate

of the black rate is probably greater than;the underestimate of the

white rate.

For the entire period 1945~1957, the rate of increase in the

,

. © 00035 -
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,) o 4fertility of both.younger and older momeg was greater among blacks

¢ than among whites. It can also be seen in Table 5 that the relative

difference in rates of increase between whites&end;blacks was greater .

among older women than among younggr women.

=

Figure 10 contrasts the total fertility‘rates of”whites and

’blacks for the period 1955-1967 for-five educational categories. In
‘ | -

general, the white and blapk trends are similar within each S
educationalkiroup. This can also be seen by examining the top panel

of Table 6; ‘The rates of decliné for whites and_blacks tend to be - ‘

- N . . . .

close--overall and for the two five-year periods. aTh‘g major egception”

1s for women with 5-8 years of education, For these women there was
° ) . =4

a subgtantial contraction of the, racial differential during the

-

mid~1960s. Note that this contraction in the-tota]..ferti‘lity rate

'~ differential is primarily the result of the c ntraction : :
e _ - among younger women (top panelvof Figure‘ll) Among older : ‘ \\

yvomen with 5-8 years of education, there was also a narrowing of

the differential but not nearly asnmuch as among the’ younger women

v

(top panel of Figure 12).

With few exceptions, the pattern ofsdecline was also similar for

s

blacks and, whites for b&rilyounger and older _women among the five
educational groups. Even though fertility differentials by education

T¢( ‘ were changing during th§ mid-1960s, the raeiél«differentials within

Q

each educational group remained fairly‘“¢onstant., Thus, the factors

responsible for the decliame in fértility appear to have been interacting
. . 3} bt . k )

with education but nét mith race. a

P i -
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~ An examinathon of Fignres lO,.ll, and 12 !lso ghows that racial .
'differentials differ in magnitude and direction across'educational
groups.:'Among the less educated, blacks have higher fertility rates -’
’than whites; but among the better' educated, the racial differential

‘is reversed. (Again, it should be noted that differences between

fertility levels based on own children estimates should be°interpreted.

_with the greatest caution.) . ' :

s
-

; Summary

This paper has\examined social components of fertility trends

invthe United States.since World War II, Using data from’ the 1960 and

1970 censuses and the own children technique, annual fertility rates

Y

’

4
°

for. various subgroups were analyzed. Checks ‘on the internal~consistency-

. of these estimates suggested that they were suitably consistent-dwith
the exception of rates for young women in. various educational groups.'
This inconsistency was primarily the ré@ult of chaﬂges in educational

‘attainment, steps Were taken to minimize this potential bias. _Because

of the need for large numbers of women and because of the need- for

. / \ -

constancy in the independent variables, analyeis was restricted to
fairly broad social groups. | | _ . .

The single most pervasive finding here is that fertility increased
dﬁring'the 19508 and decreased during the 1960s for virtually every'
vgroup examined, Although our research principally focuses on

fertility differentidls, the similarity in the observed trends for

all groups cannot be overemphasized. For women withulimited education

A%

, |
\ . l
:

00041 - B
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- and.college graduates, for whites and blacks, for younger and older | .
women, the same basic trend in fertility has been observed,” ; o
The increase in fertility following World‘War II and coﬂtieoing ' : | o
- through the 1950s was greater among younggr women and among better;educated
yomen; ‘Thieﬁincreese"had tworcomponents:‘ ah.imhediate postwer_
increase (presumably the makingsup of postponed births) and a more
gradual, yet susta‘ined, increase lasting throughout 'most of —th‘el9508:

[ -

Onlyammohg,older,'leSSfeducated,'rural women was an actual decrease » .
in'fertility found} this'egceptioh will.be diSCussed in a subseqhent . -
Paper. T . =~ : S |
The decline in fertility that occurred after 1957 accelerated T i
- appreciably in the latter part of the 1960s; more than two—thirds | ‘
of -the decline occurred in the second half'of the period.i.This decline
was largest for women who attended but did not complete high school
_or colfége. It is speculated that the more rapid decline among
dropouts occurred because the fact that they were dropouts brought
ebodt greater pressures on themselves or their sbouses from such
factors as/the sofcalled>marriage squeeze; the expaneibh of the wilitery

draft, and the unfavorable labor market.

00042
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